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DETAILED ACTION 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 



1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 10 April 
2009 has been entered. 



Remarks 



2. In response to communications filed on 1 0 April 2009, claim(s) 1 , 5, 7, 9, 11-12 
and 17 is/are amended and new claim(s) 18-25 is/are added per Applicant's request. 
Therefore, claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9-13 and 17-25 are presently pending in the application, of 
which, claim(s) 1, 17, 20 and 23 is/are presented in independent form. 

3. Claim 1 and the claims that depend therefrom are statutory with respect to recent 
case law regarding 35 U.S.C. 101 because the addition of the phrase "computer- 
implemented" ties the claims to particular computing hardware (i.e. a machine). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9-13 and 17-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over RDF Syntax ("Resource Description Framework (RDF) Model and Syntax 
Specification" by W3C, 8 October 1998. Available online at 

http://citeseer.ist.psu.edu/article/lassila98resource.html) in view of Brunet (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,654,759), and further in view of Vaschillo (U.S. Pat. No. 7,403,956). 

As to claim 1 , RDF Syntax teaches a computer-implemented method of uniquely 
identifying resources (see section 1, "Introduction"), comprising steps of: 

modeling the resources using a hierarchical schema, wherein classes in the 
hierarchical schema correspond to resource types (see section 1 , paragraph 5, line 4, 
"Classes are organized in a hierarchy") and wherein instances in the hierarchical 
schema represent individual resources, each instance being defined according to a 
class definition of a selected one of the classes that corresponds to the resource type of 
the individual resource represented by the instance (see section 2.1, paragraph 1, last 
sentence, "resources correspond to objects and properties correspond to instance 
variables"); and 
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defining, in the class definition of a topmost class of the hierarchical schema, a 
naming rule property and an instance identity property (see section 2.2., paragraph 2, 
"XML rules"), wherein: 

each class at levels of the hierarchical schema beneath the topmost class 

inherits the naming rule property and the instance identity property (see section 

1 , paragraph 5). 

RDF Syntax does not explicitly teach 

the naming rule property for storing a naming rule for each of the classes in an 
associated naming rule property value, and the instance identity property for storing an 
identity of each of the instances in an associated instance identity property value, 

thereby requiring each class in the hierarchical schema to store a class- 
specific naming rule as the value of the naming rule property and each instance 
of each of the classes to store an instance-specific identity as the value of the 
instance identity property; 

the naming rule for each class specifies at least one property defined in 
the class definition of that class, and is used for creating the identity for each 
instance of that class; and 

the naming rule for each of the classes is selected to ensure that the 
identity created for each of the instances of each of the classes is unique within 
the hierarchical schema. 
However, Brunet teaches 
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thereby requiring each class in the hierarchical schema to store a class- 
specific naming rule as the value of the naming rule property and each instance 
of each of the classes to store an instance-specific identity as the value of the 
instance identity property (see col. 7, II. 35-41, "uniquely identified"); 

the naming rule for each class specifies at least one property defined in 
the class definition of that class, and is used for creating the identity for each 
instance of that class (see col. 7, II. 41-43); and 

the naming rule for each of the classes is selected to ensure that the identity 
created for each of the instances of each of the classes is unique within the hierarchical 
schema (see col. 7, II. 18-32, "uniquely"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the relevant art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified RDF Syntax by the teaching of 
Brunet for the benefit of automatically and uniquely identifying class instances (see 
Brunei col. 7, II. 30-32). 

RDF Syntax , as modified, still does not explicitly teach the naming rule property 
for storing a naming rule for each of the classes in an associated naming rule property 
value, and the instance identity property for storing an identity of each of the instances 
in an associated instance identity property value; 

wherein the naming rules are class-specific. 

However, Vaschillo teaches the naming rule property for storing a naming rule for 
each of the classes in an associated naming rule property value (see column 9, line 39 
- column 10, line 16), and the instance identity property for storing an identity of each of 
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the instances in an associated instance identity property value (see column 2, lines 4- 
20); 

wherein the naming rules are class-specific (see column 12, line 42-56). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the relevant art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify RDF Syntax by the teachings of 
Vaschillo to avoid "name clashes" (see Vaschillo , column 1 1 , lines 8-1 1 ). 

As to claim 3, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches further comprising locating a 
particular instance that represents a particular resource using the value of the instance 
identity property for that instance (see section 6, Formal Grammar for RDF). 

As to claim 5, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein: 

the naming rule a selected one of the classes (The beginning of this limitation is 
unclear) further specifies a scoping context selected to ensure that each of the identities 
created using that naming rule are unique within the scoping context (see Brunet , 
Abstract); and 

the value of the instance identity property for each of the instances created using 
that naming rule further specifies the scoping context (see section 2.2.1). 

As to claim 7, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the scoping context 
comprises a scoping class name that identifies one of the classes that is distinct from 
the selected one of the classes and, for each of the at least one property specified in the 
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naming rule for the identified distinct one of the classes, a name and value pair 
comprising that property and a corresponding value, for the resource represented by a 
particular instance of the identified distinct one of the classes, of that property (see 
Brunet , Abstract). 

As to claim 9, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein: 

the naming rule for the selected one of the classes further specified a root 

context corresponding to a root of the hierarchical schema to ensure that each of the 

identities created using that naming rule are unique within the scoping context within the 

root context (see Brunet , col. 7, II. 50, "ROOT"); and 

the value of the instance identity property for each of the instances created using 

that naming rule further specifies the root scope (see section 2.2.1 , page 2, 

"namespace"). 

As to claim 10, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the root scope 
comprises a domain name (see section 2.2.1 , page 2, where "domain name" is read on 
"description.org"). 

As to claim 1 1 , RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the value of the 
naming rule property for each of the classes is specified using a structured document 
(See section 2.2. XML is a structured document format). 
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As to claim 12, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the value of the 
naming rule property for each of the classes is specified using a structured markup 
language (See section 2.2. XML is a structured markup language). 

As to claim 13, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the hierarchical 
schema is an object-oriented schema (see section 1 , paragraph 5). 

As to claim 17, RDF Syntax teaches a method of generating unique resource 
identities (see section 1 ), comprising steps of: 

For the remaining steps of this claim applicant(s) is/are directed to the remarks 
and discussions made in claim 1 above. 

As to claims 18, 21 and 24, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches wherein the value 
of the instance identity property for each of the instances specifies a class name of a 
particular one of the classes that corresponds to the resource type of the resource 
represented by that instance, and, for each of the at least one property specified in the 
naming rule for the particular class, a name and value pair comprising the property and 
a corresponding value, for the resource represented by this instance, of that property 
(see Brunet , col. 7, II. 35-36, "<naming attribute> <value> pair"). 

As to claims 19, 22 and 25, RDF Syntax , as modified, teaches further 
comprising: 
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creating an identity for a particular one of the resources, using the naming rule 
for the class that corresponds to the resource type of the particular resource; and 

storing the created identity as the value of the instance identity property for an 
instance which represents a particular resource (see section 2.2.1, "create the identifier 
for the resource"). 

As to claim 20, RDF Syntax teaches a system for uniquely identifying resources 
(see Abstract), comprising: 

For the remaining steps of this claim applicant(s) is/are directed to the remarks 
and discussions made in claim 1 above. 

As to claim 23, RDF Syntax teaches a computer program product for uniquely 
identifying resources, the computer program product embodied on one or more 
computer-readable media and comprising computer readable program code (see 
Abstract) for: 

For the remaining steps of this claim applicant(s) is/are directed to the remarks 
and discussions made in claim 1 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed on 10 April 2009 with respect to the rejected claims in 
view of the cited references have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds for rejection. 

Additional References 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of art with respect to 
naming rules in general: 



Doc. No. 


Assigned to 


US 7454743 B2 


Fuchs; Daniel 


US 7451156 B2 


Ornstein; David et al. 


US 7359902 B2 


Ornstein; David et al. 


US 7181441 B2 


Mandato; Davide et al. 


US 6983288 B1 


Kirkwood; Michael J. et al. 


US 5987440 A 


O'Neil; Kevin et al. 
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Conclusion 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications should be 
directed to the examiner, Mark A. Radtke. The examiner's telephone number is (571) 
272-7163, and the examiner can normally be reached between 9 AM and 5 PM, 
Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to contact the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Neveen Abel-Jalil, can be reached at (571) 272-4074. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to Customer Service at (800) 786-9199. 



maxr 

23 June 2009 



/Neveen Abel-Jalil/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2165 



